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ABSTRACT
Comparing the Point-of-View and Spectator Perspectives in Video
Prompting for Young Adults with Disabilities
Elizabeth A. Washburn
Department of Counseling Psychology and Special Education, BYU
Educational Specialist in School Psychology
Video modeling is an evidence-based practice for teaching a wide range of skills to
individuals with disabilities. Recent advances in technology have also made video modeling and
video prompting more accessible and feasible for teachers and practitioners. This study aims to
see if a functional difference exists between two filming perspectives: point-of-view and
spectator. Using a single-subject alternating treatments design with least-to-most prompting, the
researcher investigated differences between the two perspectives. Four individuals participated in
this study—two males and two females between the ages of 19 and 21 with varying disabilities.
Data were analyzed visually. Tasks that were taught are: cutting paper using a paper slicer,
gluing paper onto a painted wood block, and opening a combination lock. At the conclusion of
the study, it was determined that there is not a substantial difference between the two
perspectives. However, participants successfully learned the new skills in both perspectives,
indicating that positive outcomes may be observed when using a video prompting intervention to
teach new skills to young adults with disabilities.

Keywords: video prompting, point-of-view, spectator, perspective, technology, special
education, disability, vocational education
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Introduction
Individuals with disabilities have more obstacles to overcome when learning work-related
tasks compared to their non-disabled peers (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). While their
typically functioning peers can take in new information in a variety of ways, this absorption of
information can be difficult for individuals with disabilities. Modeling has been shown to be an
effective way to teach tasks to a wide variety of individuals; using this principle to create videos
that can be re-watched, practitioners can teach various skills to individuals with disabilities.
Many different types of skills have been taught using video modeling, including socialization,
communication, vocational, behavioral, and daily living skills (Bellini & Akullian, 2007).
Learning these skills helps individuals with disabilities to depend less on others and provides
them with a sense of accomplishment (Levinson & Palmer, 2005).
Recent advances in technology—especially in the use of handheld devices and mobile
technology, such as iPads—have made video modeling even more accessible to teachers and
practitioners alike (Blood, Johnson, Ridenour, Simmons, & Crouch, 2011). Creating a video
modeling intervention is relatively simple, and because videos can be watched multiple times, a
student can be easily reminded of steps required to complete a task.
One area that is not widely addressed in the current literature is the effect the perspective
of the video has on skill acquisition. Two primary perspectives are used with video modeling
interventions: the spectator (sometimes called third-person or scene) perspective, where an
individual watches another person perform a task, and the point-of-view (POV; sometimes called
participant or first person) perspective, which is filmed from the perspective of the person
completing the task. Both perspectives have been used with video modeling, but if one
perspective is shown to be more effective than the other, it is important for practitioners to note
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so that students can be provided with the most opportunities for growth and learning. The present
study investigated the differences between the POV and spectator perspectives using a singlesubject alternating treatments design. Four participants between 19 and 21 years old with varying
disabilities completed the video prompting intervention.
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Literature Review
Social Learning Theory
Social learning theory, propelled by Albert Bandura in the 1960s, posits that individuals
learn by observing and imitating the behaviors of those around them. This process is called
modeling. In a landmark study, Bandura, Ross, and Ross demonstrated that children learn
behaviors such as aggression through observation (1961). In Bandura’s study, 72 children
between three and six years of age were randomized into two groups: experimental or control.
Experimental groups observed aggressive behaviors like punching, kicking, and yelling at a
Bobo doll, or nonaggressive behaviors like playing with Tinkertoys. Children in the aggressive
behaviors experimental group witnessed a model punch, kick, and yell at a Bobo doll. When
placed individually in the same room, these children performed significantly more aggressive
acts toward the Bobo doll than either the control group or the nonaggressive experimental group.
The results indicate that the use of a model leads to effective behavioral acquisition (Bandura et
al., 1961).
Bandura’s social learning theory continues to be relevant today as a universal concept for
learners of all ages—teachers are encouraged to model math problems and appropriate behaviors
for their students; parents demonstrate how to tie a shoe or how to dress appropriately. These
actions are forms of in-vivo modeling, where the model—in these cases, the teacher or parent—
is directly in front of the learner, demonstrating how to perform a task in real time. Recent
innovations in technology have brought about an increased use of video modeling, which uses
videos to teach tasks, rather than a live model.
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Video Modeling and Video Prompting
Today, video modeling combines Bandura’s ideas about social learning with modern
technology. The learner watches an entire video of a model performing a task and then performs
the entire task. Practitioners have used video modeling to teach a wide range of skills to students,
including to students with disabilities. The National Professional Development Center on Autism
Spectrum Disorders considers video modeling to be an evidence-based practice for individuals
with autism. Eight single-subject studies have been published in peer-reviewed journals, thus
meeting National Professional Development Center on Autism Spectrum Disorders criteria for
an evidence-based practice (Bellini & Akullian, 2007; National Professional Development
Center on Autism Spectrum Disorders, 2010).
Another facet of video modeling is video self-modeling. Video self-modeling involves
the learner watching a previously recorded video of him- or herself successfully completing a
task and is then prompted to complete the same task. Video self-modeling takes significantly
more time and editing than video modeling, but has been shown to be effective for individuals
with disabilities with some skills in certain settings (Burton, Anderson, Prater, & Dyches, 2013).
A 2007 meta-analysis by Bellini and Akullian analyzed 23 studies about video modeling
and video self-modeling for children and adolescents with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). A
total of 73 participants were included in the studies investigated. The results of the meta-analysis
indicated that video modeling promotes skill acquisition that was maintained over a period of
time, and generalized to different skills and settings (Bellini & Akullian, 2007). The studies
reviewed took place in school, home, and community settings. A wide variety of skills were
taught, including making purchases, initiating social interactions, complimenting others,
brushing teeth, playing with others, using a zipper, pet care, setting a table, compliance, limiting
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pushing and tantrum behaviors, and making a bed. Positive outcomes were consistent across
these studies and provide additional support for video modeling as an evidence-based practice.
Video prompting is another variation of video modeling. In video prompting, the learner
watches a video in segments, performs that one step, and then returns to watch the next step of
the video (Cannella-Malone et al., 2006). Video modeling has been shown to be effective for
those who struggle with social interactions by teaching communication and play skills. It can
also help these individuals by limiting the human interaction that is frequently required when
learning a new task (Bellini & Akullian, 2007).
For individuals who struggle with working memory, remembering multiple steps of a
task can be very difficult. Video prompting breaks long videos into shorter segments, allowing
the individual to complete the desired task at his or her own pace. Breaking instructions and
tasks into smaller chunks is a frequently recommended accommodation for individuals with
limited working memory (CanLearn Society, 2013).
While video modeling and video prompting are both effective ways to teach skills to
individuals with disabilities, practitioners must consider which condition is more effective.
Cannella-Malone et al. (2006) used video modeling and video prompting to teach two
independent living skills to six individuals with developmental disabilities. All six participants
showed improvement or rapid acquisition in the video prompting conditions, and little to no
improvement with video modeling. When criterion levels were not reached with video modeling,
the researchers switched the videos to the prompting condition, and performance improved
markedly—to at least criterion—for five of the six participants. One notable limitation of the
study was that the videos used in the modeling condition were filmed from the spectator
perspective, while the videos used in the prompting condition were filmed from the POV
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perspective. Understanding the effect of this confounding variable is the purpose of the present
study.
In 2011, Cannella-Malone et al., replicated an earlier study comparing video modeling to
video prompting. Using an alternating treatments design, the authors taught two tasks of similar
difficulty—one in the prompting condition, the other in the modeling condition—to seven
individuals with severe intellectual disabilities. For five of the seven participants, video modeling
had no effect. Video prompting was more effective, with two participants in this treatment group
completing 100% of the task analysis steps correctly.
While video modeling and video prompting have both been shown to be effective, video
prompting was selected for the present study to provide as many opportunities as possible for
participants to successfully complete each step of the selected tasks. Some of the tasks had a
significant number of steps, making the videos over five minutes long. Complicated tasks with
many steps can be very difficult to remember and successfully complete.
Tasks effectively taught using video prompting. Video modeling has been used in a
variety of settings to teach a wide range of skills to individuals with disabilities. One such skill is
play skills for young individuals with autism; symbolic play has been shown to be difficult for
children with autism, but making use of video modeling can make learning imaginative play
sequences easier. D’Ateno, Mangiapanello, and Taylor (2003) studied the effects of modeled
play on a young girl with autism after viewing a recording of an adult playing with a doll. The
adult modeled three make-believe play sequences: shopping, baking, and a tea party. The
researchers then measured scripted and unscripted statements, as well as motor imitations made
by the subject. The participant’s motor response rate increased significantly after intervention for
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the tea party and shopping conditions; she also showed significant increases in the number of
scripted phrases she repeated for all three play sequences.
Adding to these results, Hine and Wolery (2006) demonstrated similar results with two
preschoolers with autism; the participants were able to learn gardening and cooking play skills,
and subsequently generalize the gardening task to new materials. The researchers recorded the
videos from the POV perspective and used video prompting procedures. Such studies
demonstrate the wide variety of skills that can be taught using video modeling and video
prompting, especially to individuals with autism and developmental disabilities.
Video modeling and prompting have been effectively used to teach cooking and food
preparation skills. Graves, Collins, Schuster, and Kleinert (2005) used video prompting to teach
three cooking skills to three young adults with disabilities: cooking Ramen noodles on a
stovetop, cooking macaroni in a microwave, and making a peanut butter-and-jelly sandwich on
the countertop. Using a multiple probe across behaviors design with constant time delay
procedures, the authors were able to effectively teach these skills to the participants. They
reached criterion of 100% correct responses for three consecutive sessions in a maximum of 12
sessions. Two of the participants decreased in the number of sessions required to reach criterion
for the second task, indicating that as the study continued, the participants became more familiar
with the treatment procedures and were able to acquire the skill more quickly. The parents of the
participants also noted that the participants generalized their skills to new settings, such as their
home instead of their school, and to new skills, such as making soup and making a ham-andcheese sandwich (Graves et al., 2005).
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Learning these daily living and vocational skills is beneficial for individuals with
disabilities. Video prompting consistently provides improved results when teaching new skills
and tasks to individuals with disabilities.
Vocational skills. For young adults with disabilities, finding a job and feeling productive
can be exceptionally difficult. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 17.6 percent of the
disabled population was employed in 2013 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). This percentage
leaves over 80% of individuals with disabilities with limited opportunities to be self-sufficient
when compared with their non-disabled peers. When asked to identify the barriers that they face
in finding employment, 80.5% of individuals reported their own disability as their biggest
obstacle (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). Having a disability can make it difficult for
individuals to learn how to perform necessary tasks that other employees are able to quickly
understand. Video modeling and prompting have been shown to be an effective method of
teaching vocational skills to individuals with disabilities (Bellini & Akullian, 2007), giving them
a sense of self-efficacy and responsibility (National Council on Disability, 2007).
Current research on ASD revolves around early intervention, with fewer resources
available in the transition from school to the workforce, and less support later in life. Walsh,
Lydon, and Healy (2014) highlighted the existing research about vocational skills in a metaanalysis. The researchers noticed certain predictors involved in employment success for
individuals with ASD, including age, education level, family support, and employment support.
It was noted that greater success for individuals with ASD comes from a work environment that
is supportive of those individuals, indicating that staff training and education about how to work
better with their co-workers with ASD is vital for success in the workplace (Walsh et al., 2014).
Researchers investigating the impact that employment has on individuals with ASD found
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positive outcomes in cognitive performance, reduction of anxiety and depression, improvements
in peer relations, and improvement in quality of life (Walsh et al., 2014). These results
demonstrate the importance for individuals with ASD to have employment opportunities and to
be taught the skills needed to find work. The final segment of the researchers’ meta-analysis
regards interventions to aid individuals with ASD in gaining skills to help find work. Walsh et
al., discussed that limited skills have been taught, which are sometimes less relevant to the job,
and most interventions focused solely on employment skills. While employment skills are
important, it is equally as important for individuals with ASD to develop communication and
social skills (Walsh et al., 2014). Without employment opportunities, outcomes for individuals
on the spectrum are poor, affecting not only the individual, but also caregivers and society at
large (Allen, Burke, Howard, Wallace, & Bowen, 2012).
Mobile technology. Recent advances in technology have made it possible to deliver
video modeling interventions in a wide variety of settings including the classroom, community,
and workplace (Van Laarhoven, Johnson, Van Laarhoven-Myers, Grider, & Grider, 2009).
Portable smart media devices such as iPods, iPads, and other tablets are available in many
classrooms across the country. These devices are discreet, allowing an individual to view an
instructional video without disrupting anyone else (Kellems & Morningstar, 2012). Their
frequent use across a wide spectrum of socio-economic statuses, intellectual functioning, and
ages make them socially acceptable in a variety of situations (Blood et al., 2011). In a 2011
study, researchers used video modeling on an iPod touch to teach proper classroom behaviors to
a student with emotional/behavioral disorders. Video modeling on its own was shown to be
moderately effective at decreasing the student’s off-task behaviors, and highly effective at
increasing on-task behaviors. When combined with self-monitoring, rates increased to highly
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effective for both reducing off-task behaviors and increasing on-task behaviors (Blood et al.,
2011).
Similarly, a 2009 study investigated whether an individual with intellectual disability
could use an iPod for video prompting (Van Laarhoven et al., 2009). The participant was taught
three tasks: cleaning the bathroom, mopping the floor, and emptying the garbage and cleaning
kennels at a local animal shelter. Using a multiple-probe design across tasks, the participant met
criterion levels of 85% of steps completed correctly on all three tasks within four sessions. A
maintenance probe conducted for the cleaning the bathroom task demonstrated above-criterion
levels. Researchers also noted how often the participant needed to be reminded to re-watch each
segment, noting that these rates decreased over time. These results indicate that using an iPod to
teach skills to an individual with intellectual disability is a successful intervention, resulting in
increased levels of task completion and a decrease of task prompting. Over time, the participant
was able to rely only on the auditory cues of the video, without needing to watch the segment of
the task being completed.
One study examined the practicality of teaching three students with disabilities how to
access entertainment videos on an iPod Touch (Kagohara, 2011). The students watched a video
demonstrating how to access desired entertainment videos; all three participants were able to
reach the established criterion of three consecutive sessions with 100% of the task analysis steps
completed correctly. The participants maintained their gains, completing at least 80% of the task
analysis steps correctly. This study not only demonstrates that video modeling is effective, but
that technology continues to play a significant role in leisure activities, and in learning new
skills. In a similar study, Kagohara et al. demonstrated that students with disabilities can
successfully use an iPod Touch to access music for leisure activities (2011). Three participants
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increased the percentage of steps completed correctly from 25-62% at baseline to 80-100% after
intervention. Using an iPod Touch is easy for teachers and parents to implement in an effort to
assist their students or children with disabilities learn new tasks.
It has also become quite simple for educators to create videos using mobile technology
(Weng, Savage, & Bouck, 2014). In previous years, creating videos required a bulky camcorder,
and a significant amount of editing to create a video correctly showing how to perform a task.
Today, teachers can record, edit, and show a video all on the same device.
Models. One important aspect of modeling is the type of model used to teach the skill or
task. In conjunction with their investigation of children’s imitations of aggressive behavior,
Bandura et al. (1961) investigated the differences between a same-sex model and an opposite-sex
model. Participants in both experimental groups were exposed to a same-sex model and an
opposite-sex model. At the conclusion of the study, the researchers noted that “the male model
exerted a greater influence than the female model on the subjects’ behavior” (Bandura et al.,
1961, p. 579).
Burton et al. (2013) demonstrated that video self-modeling is a powerful way to teach
skills to individuals with disabilities. Four junior high school students with disabilities were
recorded correctly performing a math task about obtaining correct change from a vendor. Later,
they watched the recording, and made marked gains, ranging from 74% to 98.5% increases from
baseline. While there was no other model condition, it is clear that self-as-model is a valid and
successful way to teach skills to individuals with disabilities.
Cihak and Schrader (2008) used an alternating treatments design to consider if a
functional difference exists between video self-modeling and adult-modeling behaviors for
adolescents with ASD. The results showed no significant differences between the participants’
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ability to perform the task in comparing the two conditions. Both self-as-model and an
unfamiliar adult model were equally effective. However, all four participants made fewer errors
in the self-model condition, and three required fewer sessions to reach criterion in the self-model
condition. Although a statistically significant difference between self-as-model and an unfamiliar
adult model did not exist, the participants all noted that they preferred watching themselves
correctly perform a task.
Reagon, Higbee, and Endicott (2006) used a sibling as a model to teach pretend play
skills to a young child with autism. The researchers showed four play scenarios—firefighter,
cowboy, teacher, and doctor—using video modeling, with the child’s sibling as the model in two
of the scenarios, and other typically developing children in the other two videos. Measuring the
number of scripted statements repeated, specific actions completed, and spontaneous statements,
the researchers found that a sibling is an effective model in regards to teaching child with ASD
how to participate in pretend scenarios. Additionally, the sibling noted that the intervention was
fun, and that he learned how to interact and play with his brother (Reagon et al., 2006).
Sometimes, a sibling-as-model or self-as-model video is not possible for teachers to
create. In the present study, a paraeducator and the classroom teacher served as models because
of time constraints and availability of models. The researchers selected the models based on the
models’ willingness to provide their assistance in recording videos and the study participants’
familiarity with both the paraeducator and the classroom teacher.
Perspective. Another important consideration when creating videos to be used for
teaching tasks is the perspective from which the video is shown in recording. While investigating
the differences in effectiveness between video modeling and video prompting, Cannella-Malone
et al. demonstrated a potentially significant difference regarding the perspective of videos
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(2006). In the video modeling condition, the tasks were filmed from the perspective of a
spectator watching a third-party complete the task; in the video prompting condition, the tasks
were filmed from the POV perspective, or how the individual would see the task. These
differences in perspective and performance are significant considerations, as some tasks may be
more effectively taught using one point-of-view over another.
A 2012 study investigated the differences between the two perspectives (Burns, 2012).
Twenty-six male children participated in the study, and were taught how to set a table from
either the spectator or POV viewpoint. Handedness was controlled for, with right-handed
participants watching a video filmed using the right hand, and vice versa. No statistically
significant differences were found between the spectator and POV perspectives for percentage of
steps correctly completed or for speed of skill acquisition (Burns, 2012). However, this study
used random assignment to organize the participants into conditions. Noting the differences
between a research design like this one and a single-subject design would be interesting.
A recent study researched the effectiveness of three different video perspectives on
college students enrolled in an industrial technology course. The three perspectives were the
POV and spectator perspectives (called subjective and objective, respectively), and the
reportorial perspective, which is filmed directly from the side of the model, allowing the
participant to see the task as though he or she were standing next to the model. This is in contrast
to the spectator/objective perspective, which was filmed directly across from the model, as
though the participant was standing across from the model. Three different tasks were filmed,
each demonstrating different aspects of using a lathe. Each task was recorded from a different
perspective. Various statistical analyses determined that the students who viewed videos from
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the objective and reportorial perspectives performed significantly better than students who saw
the subjective view (Katsioloudis, Fantz, & Jones, 2013).
One distinction between the POV and spectator perspectives is the amount of distracting
stimuli in the videos. A 2013 meta-analysis conducted by Mason, Davis, Boles, and Goodwyn
closely analyzed 17 studies that used the POV perspective in video modeling. The researchers
noted that the POV perspective is very effective for individuals with ASD, because in this
perspective, distractions are limited, allowing the individual to focus on the relevant stimuli
without being distracted by anything else going on in the frame (Mason et al., 2013). However,
Mason and colleagues determined that research still was lacking in this area, noting that the
available studies were insufficient for determining the effectiveness for targeted outcomes.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a functional difference between the
POV perspective and the spectator perspective when implementing video prompting
interventions. If one perspective is more effective for task acquisition, that knowledge can have a
significant impact on future research in this area. If both perspectives are equally effective,
practitioners could switch between perspectives based on the type of task they are teaching. This
study addresses the following research questions:
1. Is there a difference between the percentages of steps completed correctly (dependent
variable) when an individual views videos from the POV perspective compared with the
spectator perspective in video prompting (independent variable)?
2. Is using video prompting delivered through a portable device (iPad Air) socially valid
(e.g., would a teacher or employer implement this intervention with other students)?
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Methods
Participants
Requirements for participation in the study included having an active Individualized
Education Program (IEP) and receiving special education services. Participants needed to be
between the ages of 18 and 21, have passed a recent hearing and vision screening, and have the
ability to understand verbal instructions in English. Pseudonyms have been used to protect the
identities of study participants.
Four individuals with disabilities participated in this study. Katie, a 21-year-old
Caucasian female, receives special education services under the Other Health Impairments
classification (see Table 1). Bryan, a 21-year-old Caucasian male, receives special education
services under the Traumatic Brain Injury classification (see Table 2). JoAnn, a 19-year-old
African-American female, receives special education services under the Emotional Disturbance
classification (see Table 3). Devon, a 19-year-old Caucasian male, receives special education
services under the Autism classification (see Table 4).
All participants were enrolled in a transition program that emphasizes community
involvement and teaching skills that are needed to enter the work force. They were selected for
involvement based on their dependence on prompts to complete tasks. Consent documents were
given to the students or their legal guardians, depending on guardianship (Appendix A).
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Table 1
Participant Information: Katie
Name

Age

Katie

21

Special Education
Classification
Other Health
Impairments:
Fragile X
Syndrome

Note. SS indicates standard score.

Test/Assessment and
Date Assessed
WJ-III Cognitive:
11/27/2006

Scores
Verbal Ability: 70 (SS), 2nd percentile
Thinking Ability: 52 (SS), <0.1st percentile
Cognitive Efficiency: 7 (SS), <0.1st percentile

WJ-III Achievement:
11/20/2006

Basic Reading: 75 (SS), 5th percentile
Reading Comprehension: 28 (SS), <0.1st percentile
Math Calculation: 30 (SS), <0.1st percentile
Math Reasoning: 32 (SS), <0.1st percentile
Written Expression: 51 (SS), <0.1st percentile

Vineland ABS:
11/03/2009

Communication: 67 (SS)
Daily Living Skills: 74 (SS)
Socialization: 68 (SS)
Motor Skills: 91 (SS)

Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test-4:
11/04/2009

Standard score: 67

Targeted Tasks
1. Cutting paper
2. Mod Podge
3. Combination lock
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Table 2
Participant Information: Bryan
Name

Age

Bryan

21

Special
Education
Classification
Traumatic
Brain Injury

Note. SS indicates standard score.

Test/Assessment and
Date Assessed

Scores

WAIS-IV: 3/30/2012

Full-Scale IQ: 66 (SS), 1st percentile
General Ability Index: 72 (SS), 3rd percentile
Verbal Comprehension: 74 (SS), 4th percentile
Perceptual Reasoning: 75 (SS), 5th percentile
Working Memory: 77 (SS), 6th percentile
Processing Speed: 56 (SS), 0.2nd percentile

WJ-III Achievement:
3/30/2012

Basic Reading Skills: 83 (SS)
Reading Comprehension: 69 (SS)
Math Calculation: 73 (SS)
Math Reasoning: 64 (SS)

Vineland ABS:
3/30/2012

Communication:
71 (SS), 3rd percentile, moderately low
Daily Living Skills: 78 (SS), 7th percentile,
moderately low
Socialization: 70 (SS), 2nd percentile, low

Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test-4:
9/9/2010

81 (SS), 10th percentile

Targeted Tasks
1. Cutting paper
2. Mod Podge
3. Combination
lock
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Table 3
Participant Information: JoAnn
Name
JoAnn

Age
19

Special
Education
Classification
Emotional
Disturbance

Test/Assessment
and Date
Assessed
WAIS-IV:
10/12/2011

WJ-III
Achievement:
10/24/2011

Vineland ABS:
10/12/2011
Note. SS indicates standard score.

Scores
Full-Scale IQ: 67 (SS), 1st percentile
Verbal Comprehension: 70 (SS), 2nd percentile
Perceptual Reasoning: 67 (SS), 1st percentile
Working Memory: 77 (SS), 6th percentile
Processing Speed: 74 (SS), 4th percentile
Basic Reading Skills: 63 (SS)
Reading Comprehension: 38 (SS)
Math Calculation: 47 (SS)
Math Reasoning: 54 (SS)
Written Expression: 49 (SS)
Communication: 64 (SS), 1st percentile, low
Daily Living Skills: 58 (SS), <1st percentile, low
Socialization: 64 (SS), 1st percentile, low

Targeted Tasks
1. Cutting paper
2. Mod Podge
3. Combination
lock
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Table 4
Participant Information: Devon
Name

Age

Devon

19

Special
Education
Classification
Autism

Test/Assessment and
Date Assessed

Scores

WJ-III Cognitive:
2009

General Ability Index: 102 (SS)
Verbal Ability: 101 (SS)
Thinking Ability: 124 (SS)
Cognitive Efficiency: 70 (SS)

WJ-III Achievement:
10/30/2009:

Overall: 86 (SS), 17th percentile
Broad Reading: 91 (SS), 26th percentile
Broad Math: 69 (SS), 2nd percentile
Broad Written: 85 (SS), 16th percentile
Math Calculation: 57 (SS), 0.2nd percentile
Written Expression: 74 (SS), 4th percentile

Vineland ABS:
12/1/2009

Communication: 35 (SS), <1st percentile
Daily Living Skills: 28 (SS), <1st percentile
Socialization: 37 (SS), <1st percentile
Maladaptive Behavior Index: Clinically Significant

Asperger Syndrome
Diagnostic Scale:
02/2007

Asperger Syndrome Quotient: 127 (SS), 97th percentile;
probability of Asperger Syndrome: very likely
Language: 15 (SS), 95th percentile
Social: 12 (SS), 75th percentile
Maladaptive: 15 (SS), 95th percentile
Cognitive: 14 (SS), 91st percentile
Sensorimotor: 13 (SS), 84th percentile

Note. SS indicates standard score.

Targeted Tasks
1. Cutting paper
2. Mod Podge
3. Combination lock
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Setting
Participants attended a transition program for students aged 18-21in a medium-sized
suburban school district in the western United States. In a typical week, 2-3 days were spent at
the school and 2-3 days a week were spent at job sites and in the community; the students were
supervised by the classroom teacher and an aide at both school and community-based settings.
When they were not at job sites or in the community, the students were in their classroom,
learning social, vocational, and daily living skills.
All videos were filmed in the facility’s kitchen, which is also where interventions took
place. Materials that were necessary to complete each task were collected by the researcher and
placed on one particular open shelf in the kitchen, as noted in the task videos. Study participants
collected the items required for the task from the shelf and brought them to the kitchen table to
complete the task.
Tasks
The tasks were selected by consulting with the classroom teacher about what skills the
students needed to learn and were unfamiliar with. When a large amount of wood was donated to
the school, the students and teachers started a school-based enterprise to teach vocational skills,
as well as to bring money back into the program. The wood was cut into small pieces, then
sanded and painted by the students. Colorful paper and letters were glued onto the painted wood
blocks to spell words such as “Love”, “Merry Christmas”, or an individual’s name, to be used as
decorative items. Students then took these blocks in sets and sold them locally. The classroom
teacher expressed a desire for her students to be more involved in this project, and two task
analyses were created for the cutting paper task, and the Mod Podge task, which required an
individual to glue colored paper onto a painted wooden block. This task was called the Mod
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Podge task because Mod Podge was the brand of glue used. Tasks were novel to the participants,
as the researcher requested that the teacher refrain from teaching these tasks in the classroom.
Before videos were created, preliminary baseline data were recorded to assess levels of
behavior prior to the intervention. One task that was initially chosen by the teacher—painting the
wood blocks—was eliminated because three of the participants could complete at least 46% of
the steps correctly. A different task—opening a combination lock—replaced the painting task.
Being able to open a combination lock is an important vocational task for any individual to learn,
as there are frequently lockers in a break or staff room where individuals may keep their things.
This task was selected to help promote additional kinds of vocational learning.
Each task was analyzed and broken down into steps, creating a task analysis. The cutting
paper task was divided into 50 steps. The Mod Podge task was divided into 19 steps. The
combination lock task was divided into 12 steps. A second independent researcher reviewed each
task analysis to verify their accuracy. This secondary analysis verified the accuracy of the task
analysis proposed by the primary researcher. Task analyses are part of the data collection sheets,
located in Appendices B-D.
Materials
Two videos were created for each task, one from the participant perspective and one from
the spectator perspective. Videos in the participant perspective were filmed using a GoPro
Hero3+ Black Edition (version 4.0.26.0) camera with head strap, while those shown in the
spectator perspective were filmed on an iPad Air (version 7.0.4). iMovie for iPad (version 2.0)
was used to do the video editing, as necessary. The videos were then uploaded to the VideoTote
app (version 0.8.4), where chapters were added after each step, reflecting the same steps of the
task analysis and data collection sheets.
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The cutting paper task had 50 chapters/steps that were identical for both perspectives. In
the POV perspective, the video was 5 minutes, 50 seconds; in the spectator perspective, the video
was 5 minutes, 55 seconds. The video for the Mod Podge task had 19 chapters/steps, which were
identical for both perspectives. In the POV perspective, the video was 4 minutes, 39 seconds; in
the spectator perspective, the video was 4 minutes, 22 seconds. The model for both the cutting
paper task and Mod Podge task was a female paraeducator from another classroom.
The video for the combination lock task had 12 chapters/steps, which were identical for
both perspectives. In the POV perspective, the video was 1 minute, 8 seconds; in the spectator
perspective, the video was 1 minute, 5 seconds. The participants’ classroom teacher served as the
model for the combination lock tasks.
The materials needed to complete the tasks were readily available to the participants. For
the cutting paper task, the required materials were: a full sheet of colored paper, a pencil, a wood
block, and a paper slicer. The Mod Podge task used Mod Podge glue, a paintbrush, a painted
wood block, a piece of paper the same size as the wood block, a sanding block, and a wood block
that already had paper on it. The combination lock task required the lock and the combination
(see Table 5).
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Table 5
Task Information: Steps, Length, Materials Required
Task

# Steps

Video
Length
(minutes)
POV: 5:50
Spectator: 5:55

Materials

Cutting Paper

50

Full sheet of colored paper
Pencil
Wood block
Paper slicer

Mod Podge

19

POV: 4:39
Spectator: 4:22

Mod Podge glue
Painted wood block
Paintbrush
Properly-sized piece of colored
paper
Sanding block
Block that already had paper on it

Combination Lock

12

POV: 1:08
Spectator: 1:05

Lock
Combination
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Measures
Two measures were used to collect dependent variable data. The first was an
observational data sheet. The data sheets were created to reflect the steps from the task analysis.
Data collection sheets are included in Appendices B, C, and D. When recording data, a correctly
completed step was marked as a ‘1’ on the sheet, while a step that was not completed correctly
was recorded as a ‘0.’ The number of prompts given by the researcher for the participant to rewatch the video and the number of times the participant re-watched the video were also recorded
on the data collection sheet. All sessions were video-recorded on a MacBook Pro and reviewed
by a second researcher to establish inter-observer agreement.
The second measure was a social validity survey. Participants were asked questions about
their experiences in watching the videos on the iPad, if they enjoyed using the iPad to watch the
videos, what they liked and disliked, and which video perspective they preferred. The survey was
comprised of seven questions. The primary researcher sat down with each participant and
completed the survey orally. The complete survey is included in Appendix E.
The classroom teacher was asked about her overall impression of video
modeling/prompting, how she felt about her students’ ability to make use of video prompting
procedures on an iPad, how the present study affected her students’ performance, and if she
would be interested in using video modeling in the future. The survey was comprised of 13
questions, which the teacher completed independently, writing in her responses. The complete
survey is included in Appendix F.
Procedures
Baseline. During baseline, participants were taken out of class one at a time for 10-30
minutes per session. Participants were brought to the study setting—in this case, the facility’s
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kitchen. Necessary materials were provided and placed on a particular shelf, but participants
were not instructed where to get the materials they needed. However, in the intervention videos,
the shelf was clearly specified to reduce any confusion. In the baseline phase for all three tasks,
the task was not modeled or described for the participants. The researcher simply asked the
participant “can you cut paper to put on a wood block?”, “can you Mod Podge paper onto a
wood block?” or “can you open this combination lock?” In order to move on to the intervention
phase, participants had to complete less than 20% of the steps correctly, on average. For most
participants and tasks, results were consistent after three sessions.
After collecting baseline data, a randomized intervention schedule was created. The
researcher flipped a coin to determine what order the intervention videos would be shown to the
participants—heads signified the spectator viewpoint, while tails marked the participant
perspective. As soon as two heads or two tails came up in a row, the researcher automatically
made the next control point the opposite condition. For example, if the control points were tails
and tails, the researcher would not flip the coin again, instead marking the next control point as
an automatic heads. This procedure ensured an even implementation of both conditions.
Before collecting any intervention data, the researcher trained each participant on how to
turn on the iPad, open the VideoTote app, and access the correct intervention video. These steps
helped to ensure validity because the intervention would be unsuccessful if the participants could
not access the videos.
Intervention. In the intervention phase, participants were brought to the facility’s
kitchen. After reviewing how to wake up and unlock the iPad, open the VideoTote app and select
the correct video, the participant was prompted to do the task. A system of least prompts to use
technology was implemented to ensure that the participant performed the task as properly as they
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could. If the participant started to perform a step incorrectly, or asked a question about how to do
something, the prompt hierarchy required the researcher to prompt the participant to re-watch
that step of the task. Criterion for successful learning of a task was set at 85% of the steps
completed correctly.
Research Design
A single-subject alternating treatment design was selected to demonstrate experimental
control, with the participant serving as his or her own baseline. An alternating treatments design
allows for comparison of two independent variables during one intervention phase. Time was the
greatest obstacle in completing this study, and an alternating treatments design allows the
researcher to move on to another independent variable without the participant first having to
reach a certain level of proficiency (Kennedy, 2005).
Data Analysis
All data were analyzed visually. In single-case research, plans cannot be made too far in
advance—patterns in the data must be studied in order to determine the next step in the study
(Kennedy, 2005). Upon completion of data collection, data were graphed and visually analyzed,
allowing the researchers to draw conclusions about the effectiveness of the intervention
(Kennedy, 2005).
Within the phases, level, trend, and variability were analyzed. Level refers to the mean or
average of data points within each phase, and provides an estimate of where data points tend to
fall on a graph. Trend is sometimes called the line of best fit, and is reported in terms of the slope
of the data and the magnitude of that slope. Variability is the degree to which individual data
points deviate from the overall trend line. When variability is high, more data points are required
in order to demonstrate consistent results (Kennedy, 2005).
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When analyzing differences between the phases, immediacy and overlap will be
analyzed. Immediacy is how quickly results change when there is a phase change, and can be
described as rapid or slow. The degree to which data in adjacent phases share similar values is
called the overlap. When the phase changes and data points are still in a similar range, the
overlap would be high.
Inter-observer Agreement
All sessions were recorded, and a second researcher reviewed at least 50% of the sessions
for each phase in order to determine inter-observer agreement. Another researcher, who had
experiencing completing single-subject research studies and had published in the field, trained
the primary researcher. The primary researcher then trained the second researcher, who
subsequently conducted a similar study at the same location. The number of observer agreements
were calculated, and then divided by the number of observer disagreements and observer
agreements. That total was then multiplied by 100 to determine the percentage of steps that both
researchers agreed were completed correctly by participants. Fifty percent of sessions during the
baseline phase were reviewed by a second researcher, with a conclusion of 95.8% agreement of
steps completed correctly. Sixty-four percent of POV sessions were reviewed, with 93.6%
reliability. In the spectator phase, 61% of sessions were reviewed, with 92.4% reliability.
Overall, 58.2% of sessions were reviewed, with 93.9% reliability across all sessions.
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Results
Katie
As shown in Figure 1, during baseline, Katie’s mean percentage of steps completed
correctly for the cutting paper task was 0%. During the first intervention session, Katie struggled
somewhat with understanding that she was expected to do as the video instructed, and she
completed 0% of the steps correctly. However, when the researcher explained that she was to
complete the task as instructed in the video, Katie immediately surpassed the 85% criterion level
for three out of the six intervention sessions. In the POV condition, Katie completed an average
of 67.7% of steps correctly, with a range from 68% to 88%. The data points for the POV
condition demonstrated a downward slope with limited variability, indicating that the data points
are relatively similar. Katie also showed improvement from baseline in the spectator condition,
completing an average of 63.3% of the steps correctly, ranging from 0% to 96%, with an upward
slope and more variability among data points. Between the phases, there was an immediate
change after the expectations were clarified, and there was limited overlap in data points.
During baseline for Mod Podge, Katie’s mean percentage of steps completed correctly
was 0%. Upon introduction of the video prompting intervention, Katie showed improvement in
both the POV condition and the spectator condition. She completed an average of 33.3% of steps
correctly, with a range of 0% to 79% in the POV condition. Variability was high, which indicates
that Katie’s performance was inconsistent and deviated from the mean. These data points show
an upward trend. In the spectator condition, Katie completed an average of 82.3% of steps
correctly, with a range of 74% to 94%. The data in the spectator condition demonstrated low
variability with a low downward trend. Between the phases, there was a rapid change upon
introduction of the intervention, with limited overlap in data points.
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Figure 1. Percentages of steps Katie correctly completed across trials. This series of graphs represent the percentage
of steps that Katie was able to complete correctly for each task, and phase within that task.
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Katie completed 0% of steps correctly across all three baseline sessions for the
combination lock task. However, she showed some improvement after the intervention was
introduced. In the POV condition, Katie was able to complete, on average, 39% of the steps
correctly, ranging from 25% to 50%. These data points demonstrate an upward trend, with some
variability. In the spectator condition, 50% of steps, on average, were completed correctly, with a
range of 42% to 58%. There was some variability, or deviance from the mean, with the data
points, and there was a downward slope for the phase. Between phases, there was a rapid change,
with no overlap of data points. Figure 1 contains three graphs of Katie’s percentage of task steps
correctly completed.
Bryan
Bryan completed an average of 4% of the steps correctly across all three baseline sessions
of the cutting paper task, as demonstrated in Figure 2. Once the video prompting intervention
was implemented, Bryan was able to reach criterion by the second session and continued
performing above criterion for the remainder of the intervention sessions across both conditions.
Under the POV condition, Bryan was able to complete an average of 100% of the steps correctly
for all three sessions, resulting in no slope and very low variability, demonstrating that Bryan’s
performance was very consistent. In the spectator condition, the average number of steps
completed correctly was 89.3%, with a range from 78% to 96%. When analyzing data, the slope
was upward with low variability, again indicating consistent data points. Between phases, there
was a rapid change in the data points when the intervention was introduced, with no overlap of
data points.
Across all baseline sessions of the Mod Podge task, Bryan completed 0% of steps
correctly. However, when the intervention was introduced, Bryan’s performance changed
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Figure 2. Percentages of steps Bryan correctly completed across trials. This series of graphs represent the
percentage of steps that Bryan was able to complete correctly for each task, and phase within that task.
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immediately; he reached criterion at the second session. When viewing from the POV
perspective, Bryan completed an average of 98.3% of the steps correctly, with an average of 95%
to 100%. This resulted in an upward slope with low variability. Under the spectator condition,
Bryan was able to complete an average of 85.7% of the steps correctly, with a range from 78% to
100% of the steps completed correctly. These data demonstrate an upward slope with moderate
variability, meaning that Bryan’s performance was somewhat less consistent than in other
phases. Between the baseline and the intervention phases, changes were rapid and immediate,
with no overlap.
During all baseline sessions of the combination lock task, Bryan completed 0% of the steps
correctly. Upon introduction of the video prompting intervention, Bryan’s performance increased
to criterion by the second session. Overall, Bryan’s performance for three of the six intervention
sessions was above criterion levels. In the POV condition, Bryan completed an average of 89%
of the steps correctly, ranging from 67% to 100% of the steps completed correctly. An upward
trend in data points was noted, with moderate variability. In the spectator condition, Bryan was
able to complete an average of 69.7% of the steps correctly, with a range of 42% to 100%,
resulting in a downward trend with low variability. As soon as the intervention was
implemented, changes between baseline and intervention phases were rapid and immediate, with
no overlap.
JoAnn
In baseline for the cutting paper task, JoAnn completed an average of 0% of the steps
correctly, as seen in Figure 3. Upon introduction of the video prompting intervention, JoAnn
immediately improved to 74% of the steps completed correctly, reaching criterion on the second
session. She performed above criterion on four out of six intervention sessions. In the POV
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JoAnn: Combination Lock
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Figure 3. Percentages of steps JoAnn correctly completed across trials. This series of graphs represent the
percentage of steps that JoAnn was able to complete correctly for each task, and phase within that task.
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condition, JoAnn was able to complete an average of 98.7% of steps correctly, with a range of
98% to 100% over three sessions. This resulted in very little slope with very low variability in
the POV condition, which indicates a consistent performance. Over three spectator sessions,
JoAnn completed an average of 76.7% of the steps correctly, with a range of 62% to 94%. These
data points demonstrated a downward slope with moderate variability. Between the phases,
changes were rapid and immediate, with no overlap between baseline and intervention data
points.
Over three baseline sessions of the Mod Podge task, JoAnn completed an average of 0%
of steps correctly. However, JoAnn’s performance increased upon introduction of the
intervention. She was able to reach criterion at the second session, completing four out of six
intervention sessions to criterion levels. JoAnn completed an average of 89% of the steps
correctly in the POV condition, with a range of 84% to 94%. When analyzed, these data show a
downward slope with low variability. Over three sessions in the spectator perspective, JoAnn
completed an average of 89.3% of the steps correctly, with a range of 68% to 100%. The slope
demonstrated an upward trend with moderate variability, indicating deviancy from the mean.
When video prompting was introduced, changes were rapid and immediate from baseline, with
no overlap of data points.
During baseline sessions of the combination lock task, JoAnn completed 0% of steps
correctly. She demonstrated some improvement after video prompting was introduced; however,
she did not reach criterion on any of the interventions sessions. In the POV perspective, JoAnn
completed 41.7% of the steps correctly, with a range of 33% to 50%, resulting in a downward
trend of data points and moderate variability. In the spectator perspective, the average steps
completed correctly was 30.3% across three sessions with a range of 25% to 33%. Analysis of
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the data showed an upward trend with moderate variability of the data. Between the baseline and
intervention phases, changes in the data were rapid and immediate with no overlap.
Devon
As shown in Figure 4, Devon completed 2% of the steps correctly across all three
baseline sessions of the cutting paper task. He demonstrated improvement when video prompting
was introduced, achieving criterion on four out of six sessions. Devon was able to correctly
complete an average of 84.7% of the steps correctly in the POV perspective, with a range of 84%
to 86%. These results demonstrated a downward trend with low variability, indicating that
Devon’s performance was consistent. Under the spectator condition, Devon completed an
average of 88.7% steps correctly, with a range of 88% to 90%, resulting in an upward trend with
low variability. Between the phases, the data points changed rapidly and immediately, with no
overlap.
Devon’s performance on baseline of the Mod Podge task was more variable, with Devon
completing an average of 18.3% of the steps correctly over four sessions. There was an upward
trend and moderate variability in the baseline phase. While his performance improved upon
introduction of the intervention, he was only able to complete one out of six sessions to criterion.
Devon completed an average of 82% of the steps correctly, with a range of 78% to 84% across
three sessions from the POV perspective. This resulted in an upward trend with low variability,
indicating high consistency. In the spectator condition, Devon completed an average of 78.7% of
the steps correctly, with a range of 68% to 100%. The trend was a downward slope with low
variability. Upon introduction of the intervention, changes in data points were rapid with no
overlap.
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Figure 4. Percentages of steps Devon correctly completed across trials. This series of graphs represent the
percentage of steps that Devon was able to complete correctly for each task, and phase within that task.
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Across four baseline sessions of the combination lock task, Devon completed an average
of 10.5% of the steps correctly, with a range of 0% to 42%. This resulted in a downward trend in
data points and moderate variability. Performance increased upon introduction of video
prompting, with Devon completing an average of 83.3% of the steps correctly in the POV
condition with a range of 58% to 100%. These results demonstrated a downward trend with
moderate variability. In the spectator condition, Devon completed 61% of steps correctly, with a
range of 42% to 83%, resulting in an upward trend of data points and moderate variability.
Changes in the data points between the baseline phase and the intervention phase were more
gradual, with some overlap. Percentages of steps Devon correctly completed across trials are
included in Figure 4.
Overall results are included in Table 6, which is a summary of the four participants’
performance data. Information in this table includes the percentages of steps completed correctly
by phase and participant.
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Table 6
Percentages of Steps Completed Correctly by Phase and Participant
Baseline
% steps # sessions
Katie
Cutting Paper
Mod Podge
Combo Lock
Overall Mean
Bryan
Cutting Paper
Mod Podge
Combo Lock
Overall Mean
JoAnn
Cutting Paper
Mod Podge
Combo Lock
Overall Mean
Devon
Cutting Paper
Mod Podge
Combo Lock
Overall Mean
Totals

POV
% steps # sessions

Spectator
% steps
# sessions

Difference
% steps
Perspective

0
0
0
0

3
3
3
9

67.7
33.3
39.0
46.7

3
3
3
9

63.3
82.3
50.0
65.2

3
3
3
9

+4.4
-49.0
-11.0
-18.5

P
S
S
S

4.0
0
0
1.3

3
3
3
9

100.0
98.3
89.0
95.7

3
3
3
9

89.3
85.7
69.7
81.6

3
3
3
9

+10.7
+12.6
+19.3
+14.1

P
P
P
P

0
0
0
0

3
3
3
9

98.7
89.0
41.7
76.5

3
3
3
9

76.7
89.3
30.3
65.4

3
3
3
9

+22.0
-0.3
+11.4
+11.1

P
S
P
P

2.0
18.3
10.5
10.3

3
4
4
11

84.7
82.0
83.3
83.3

3
3
3
9

88.7
78.7
61.0
76.2

3
3
3
9

-4.0
+3.3
+22.3
+7.1

S
P
P
P

2.9
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75.6

36

72.1

36

+3.5

P
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Social Validity
All four participants and their classroom teacher completed a social validity survey upon
completion of the study (see Appendices E and F). The classroom teacher indicated that she felt
that video modeling interventions are effective in teaching a variety of skills in her classroom,
but she noted that “time and available resources are always a road block in ensuring quality
videos.” She also indicated that she is very willing to use video modeling to improve vocational
skills for her students, and she felt that the present study improved performance for her students.
When asked about how she thought her students enjoyed using the iPads, she said that they
always enjoy using technology to enhance learning. Her main concern was ensuring that future
videos to be used in her class were of high quality, but she felt that it was socially acceptable for
her students to make use of video modeling during work times.
The study participants overall had positive things to say about the intervention. One
student remarked that he would like to continue using the videos. Another participant, Devon,
was more annoyed than pleased with the study; he eventually reached the point where he just
needed to watch the first segment to remember how to complete the rest of the task and refused
to watch the videos. However, his performance indicated that he did not need to continue
watching the videos to complete the task correctly. All the participants stated that they felt they
performed better with the videos, but each was reluctant to say if they would like to use iPads for
video modeling or prompting in the future. Bryan was the only participant who indicated that he
might like to watch more videos in the future.
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Discussion
The results of the current study are consistent with the findings of Burns (2012)—that no
substantial difference exists between the effectiveness of perspectives when teaching new skills
to young adults with disabilities. The results also support the findings of Cannella-Malone et al.
(2006), Cannella-Malone et al. (2011), Graves et al. (2005), and Van Laarhoven et al. (2009),
which concluded that video prompting is an effective way to teach new skills to individuals.
Furthermore, Van Laarhoven et al. (2009) researched video prompting when teaching vocational
skills to individuals with disabilities. The present study serves to support those results also; both
studies demonstrate that video prompting is an effective way to teach vocational skills to
individuals with disabilities.
When reviewing results from the cutting paper task, three out of four participants
performed better in the POV condition. As much as a 22% difference existed in the percentage of
steps completed correctly between the POV and spectator perspectives. At the lower end, a 4.4%
difference existed between the percent of steps completed correctly in the POV condition
compared to the spectator condition. This demonstrates that, for the cutting paper task, the POV
perspective was 4.4-22% more effective when these young adults were learning how to complete
the task.
For the Mod Podge task, the results were more varied. Two of the participants completed
more steps correctly when viewing from the spectator condition. For Katie, the difference was
noteworthy, with a 49% difference in the percentage of the steps completed correctly. However,
JoAnn’s performance was overall quite similar, with only a 0.3% difference in the percentage of
steps completed correctly. Bryan completed 12.6% more steps correctly in the POV condition,
while Devon completed 3.3% more steps correctly in the POV condition. The results from this
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task indicate that some personal differences between individuals might exist that influence which
perspective is going to be more effective to view when learning new tasks.
The results of the combination lock task show that only one participant completed more
steps correctly in the spectator condition, with an overall difference of 11% between the two
conditions. The other three participants performed better in the POV condition: JoAnn completed
11.4% more steps correctly, Bryan completed 19.3% more steps correctly, and Devon completed
22.3% more steps correctly. These percentages might be due to the detail required in learning the
task. The spectator perspective showed a full-body view of the model performing the task, while
the POV perspective focused only on the model’s hands while unlocking the combination lock,
thus providing a more narrow focus of what the participant was expected to do.
When comparing the differences between participants over all three tasks, Katie
performed better on two of the three tasks when she viewed the videos from spectator
perspective, and the differences were meaningful. On the Mod Podge task, Katie completed 49%
more steps correctly in the spectator condition; on the combination lock task, she completed 11%
more steps correctly in the spectator condition. On the cutting paper task, the difference between
the two perspectives was 4.4%, in favor of the POV perspective. The overall difference across all
three tasks was 18.5%, with Katie completing more steps correctly in the spectator condition,
demonstrating that she consistently performed better when viewing tasks from the spectator
condition.
Bryan performed better on all three tasks when viewing videos from the POV
perspective. On the cutting paper task, Bryan completed 10.7% more steps correctly when
viewed from the POV perspective, and 12.6% and 19.3% more steps correctly in the POV
perspective on the Mod Podge and combination lock tasks, respectively. The overall difference
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across all three tasks was 14.1%, with Bryan completing more steps correctly in the POV
condition. This percentage illustrates that Bryan consistently completed more steps correctly in
the POV condition, indicating that he may have a preference for videos filmed from that task.
JoAnn performed better in the POV perspective on two tasks, with differences of 22% on
the cutting paper task and 11.4% on the combination lock task. The difference on the Mod Podge
task was minimal, at only 0.3% in favor of the spectator perspective. The overall difference
across all three tasks was 11.1%, with JoAnn completing more steps correctly in the POV
condition. Though JoAnn’s results were less consistent than some of the other participants, the
results indicate that she may have preferred, or at least performed better, when videos were
presented from the POV perspective.
Devon completed more steps correctly in the POV condition in two of the three tasks,
with differences of 3.3% on the Mod Podge task, and 22.3% on the combination lock task. The
difference for the cutting paper task was 4% when he completed more steps correctly in the
spectator condition. The overall difference across all three tasks was 7.1%, with Devon
completing more steps correctly in the POV condition. The slim margins between differences on
the Mod Podge and cutting paper tasks indicate that Devon might perform equally well when
watching videos from either perspective, providing the task does not require detailed hand
movements that would be better shown from the POV perspective.
When calculating the total differences between percentage of steps completed correctly
across all three participants and tasks, a 3.5% difference exists in favor of the POV condition
when comparing percentage of steps completed correctly in the spectator and POV perspectives.
An important point to note is that across all participants and tasks, a clear difference
exists between the baseline condition and the introduction of the video prompting intervention.
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This difference indicates that, regardless of which perspective is used to record videos, even the
most basic video prompting intervention is likely to be effective when teaching vocational skills
to young adults with disabilities.
Limitations
While the study was implemented as consistently as possible, several limitations existed
and should be considered when reviewing the results.
A major limitation of the present study is the number of data points that were able to be
collected. To meet the What Works Clearinghouse standards without reservations for an
alternating treatments design, a study must have five or more data points per condition with two
or fewer data points per phase, meaning that the phases or conditions must be interspersed so that
no more than two data points are of the same condition or phase (What Works Clearinghouse,
2014). While the present study kept the number of data points of the same condition to two or
fewer, the present study only has three data points per condition. Additionally, no data exists that
considers the participants’ ability to generalize the information to other settings or similar tasks,
or their ability to maintain the gains that had been achieved over the course of the study. These
limitations exist due to difficulties with scheduling. In this study, times when the researcher,
participants, and the study setting were all available were limited. The setting could not be
changed, nor could any of the daily activities of the participants or the other students in the
program. Accommodations had to be made to obtain the maximum number of data points
possible.
Another factor is the possible learning effects that may occur when using an alternating
treatments design. Although the intervention schedule was randomized, the participants might
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have performed poorly on the first intervention session, and then performed better as they
became more familiar with the tasks and expectations.
Significant differences exist between tasks, which is another limitation. The cutting paper
task was 50 steps, the Mod Podge task had 19 steps, and the combination lock task was 12 steps.
The differences in number of steps could affect the overall percentage of steps completed
correctly for each session. For instance, incorrectly completing one step of the cutting paper task
resulted in a 2% decrease in overall percentage of steps completed correctly, while incorrectly
completing one step of the combination lock task resulted in an 8.3% decrease in overall
percentage of steps completed correctly.
An important consideration when selecting tasks is the additional skills that are needed to
complete the larger task. When the combination lock task was implemented, the researcher did
not assess whether the participants could distinguish between left and right. JoAnn struggled
with this distinction, which affected her overall ability to complete the task.
Sometimes during the implementation of the study, the session was interrupted. The
participant’s peers would sometimes come into the kitchen to continue with their daily activities,
which would distract the participant.
Implications for Practitioners
Practitioners should take the type of task being taught into consideration, as well as what
perspective might be more effective in teaching a task. Although no substantial differences exist
between the two perspectives in the present study, tasks that are more detail-oriented might be
viewed more effectively from the POV perspective. On the other hand, tasks that involve a lot of
movement or a wider angle would potentially be more effectively viewed from the spectator
perspective.
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Practitioners can also consider factors such as the student’s preferences and the available
recording devices for video modeling. Overall, the present study supports the body of research
indicating that video prompting is an effective intervention for individuals with disabilities.
Suggestions for Future Research
More research about the impact that perspective has on video prompting interventions
would strengthen the findings of this study. Future research directions should include
investigating perspectives for a wider variety of tasks—daily living or recreational tasks, social
and communication skills—and increasing positive behaviors. Researchers could also look into
the differences between perspectives with self-as-model.
Conclusion
Video prompting has been shown to be a highly effective intervention for teaching new
tasks to children and adults with disabilities. This study supports that body of research, as well as
adding to the limited research about how video perspective affects task acquisition. After data
analysis, it was concluded that, while substantial differences between the two perspectives do not
exist, task difficulty and individual preference should be taken into account when recording
videos to use for video prompting interventions.

46
References
Allen, K. D., Burke, R. V., Howard, M. R., Wallace, D. P., & Bowen, S. L. (2012). Use of audio
cuing to expand employment opportunities for adolescents with autism spectrum
disorders and intellectual disabilities. Journal of Autism and Developmental
Disorders, 42(11), 2410–2419.
Bandura, A., Ross, D., & Ross, S. A. (1961). Transmission of aggression through imitation of
aggressive models. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 63(3), 575–582.
Bellini, S., & Akullian, J. (2007). A meta-analysis of video modeling and video self-modeling
interventions for children and adolescents with autism spectrum disorders. Exceptional
children, 73(3), 264–287.
Blood, E., Johnson, J., Ridenour, L., Simmons, K., & Crouch, S. (2011). Using an iPod Touch to
teach social and self-management skills to an elementary student with
emotional/behavioral disorders. Education and Treatment of Children 34(3), 299–322.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor (2013, May 22). Barriers to employment
for persons with a disability. Retrieved from
http://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2013/ted_20130522.htm
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, (2014, June 26). Employment of people
with disabilities in 2013. Retrieved from
http://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2014/ted_20140626.htm
Burns, A. L. (2012). A comparison of two types of video modeling to teach adaptive skills to
children with autism (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Maryland,
Baltimore County, Baltimore, Maryland.

47
Burton, C., Anderson, D. H., Prater, M. A., & Dyches, T. T. (2013). Video self-modeling on an
iPad to teach functional math skills to adolescents with autism and intellectual disability.
Focus on Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities, 20(10), 1–11.
CanLearn Society. (2013). Supporting students with working memory difficulties. [PDF].
Retrieved from http://canlearnsociety.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/LC_WorkingMemory_N2.pdf
Cannella-Malone, H., Fleming, C., Chung, Y., Wheeler, G., Basbagill, A., & Singh, A. (2011).
Teaching daily living skills to seven individuals with severe intellectual disabilities: A
comparison of video prompting to video modeling. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 13(3), 144–153.
Cannella-Malone, H., Sigafoos, J., O’Reilly, M., de la Cruz, B., Edrisinha, C., & Lancioni, G.
(2006). Comparing video prompting to video modeling for teaching daily living skills to
six adults with developmental disabilities. Education and Training in Developmental
Disabilities, 41(4), 344–356.
Cihak, D. F., & Schrader, L. (2008). Does the model matter? Comparing video self-modeling
and video adult modeling for task acquisition and maintenance by adolescents with
autism spectrum disorders. Journal of Special Education Technology, 23(3), 9–20.
D’Ateno, P., Mangiapanello, K., & Taylor, B. (2003). Using video modeling to teach complex
play sequences to a preschooler with autism. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
5(1), 5–11.
Graves, T., Collins, B., Schuster, J., & Kleinert, H. (2005). Using video prompting to teach
cooking skills to secondary students with moderate disabilities. Education and Training
in Developmental Disabilities, 40(1), 34–46.

48
Hine, J. & Wolery, M. (2006). Using point-of-view video modeling to teach play to preschoolers
with autism. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 26(2) 83–93.
iMovie for iPad (Version 2.0) [iPad software]. Cupertino, CA: Apple Inc.
Kagohara, D. (2011). Three students with developmental disabilities learn to operate an iPod to
access age-appropriate entertainment videos. Journal of Behavioral Education, 20, 33–
43.
Kagohara, D., Sigafoos, J., Achmadi, D., van der Meer, L., O’Reilly, M., & Lancioni, G. (2011).
Teaching students with developmental disabilities to operate an iPod Touch to listen to
music. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 32, 2987–2992.
Katsioloudis, P., Fantz, T., & Jones, M. (2013). A comparative analysis of point-of-view
modeling for industrial and technology education courses. Journal of Technology
Education, 25(1), 70-81.
Kellems, R. O. & Morningstar, M. E. (2012). Using video modeling delivered through iPods to
teach vocational tasks to young adults with autism spectrum disorders. Career
Development and Transition for Exceptional Individuals, 35(3), 155–167.
Kennedy, C. H. (2005). Single-case designs for educational research. Boston, MA: Pearson
Education, Inc.
Levinson, E. M., & Palmer, E. J. (2005). Preparing students with disabilities for school-to-work
transition and postschool life. Principal Leadership, 5(8), 11–15.
Mason, R., Davis, H., Boles, M., & Goodwyn, F. (2013). Efficacy of point-of-view video
modeling: A meta analysis. Remedial and Special Education, 34(6), 333–345.
National Council on Disability. (2007, October 1). Empowerment for Americans with
disabilities: Breaking barriers to careers and full employment. Retrieved from

49
http://www.ncd.gov/rawmedia_repository/d87db786_9053_49c2_8032_092dddde6752.p
df
National Professional Development Center on Autism Spectrum Disorders (2010). Evidencebased practice brief: Video modeling. [PDF]. Retrieved from
http://autismpdc.fpg.unc.edu/sites/autismpdc.fpg.unc.edu/files/imce/documents/VideoMo
deling_Complete.pdf
Reagon, K., Higbee, T., & Endicott, K. (2006). Teaching pretend play skills to a student with
autism using video modeling with a sibling as model and play partner. Education and
Treatment of Children, 29(3) 517–528.
The Prevention Group, LLC. (2012). VideoTote (0.8.4) [iPad software]. Omaha, NE: The
Prevention Group.
Van Laarhoven, T., Johnson, J., Van Laarhoven-Myers, T., Grider, K., & Grider, K. (2009). The
effectiveness of using a video iPod as a prompting device in employment settings.
Journal of Behavioral Education, 18(2), 119–141.
Walsh, L., Lydon, S., & Healy, O. (2014). Employment and vocational skills among individuals
with autism spectrum disorder: Predictors, impact, and interventions. Review Journal of
Autism and Developmental Disorders, 1(4), 266-275.
Weng, P. L., Savage, M. N., & Bouck, E. C. (2014). iDIY: Video-based instruction using
iPads. TEACHING Exceptional Children, 47(1), 11–19.
What Works Clearinghouse. (2014). Procedures and standards handbook, version 3.0. [PDF].
Retrieved from
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v3_0_draft_standar
ds_handbook.pdf

50
APPENDIX A: Consent for Students over 18
Introduction
My name is Ryan Kellems, PhD, I work at Brigham Young University. I am conducting a study
about how videos can be used to teach different skills with an iPad. I am inviting you to take
part in the research because you could benefit from learning skills from an iPad.
Procedures
The research will take place at your school or job, and will take place over 8 weeks as we collect
data. Someone will be observing you performing different skills. Each session should take less
than an hour.
If you decide you want to be part of the study, here’s what will happen:
-We will verify your eligibility for special education services by reviewing your IEP
(Individualized Education Plan) and any additional psychological assessment information (such
as but not limited to IQ, adaptive behavior and academic achievement) through the school.
-We will ask you to do something that you might not know how to do. It’s okay if you can’t, we
just want you to try.
-We will show you a video telling you how to do what we’re asking you. Just watch the video
and listen to what it says. Then we’ll ask you to do what the video showed you. All of this will
probably take about an hour. We’ll come back a few times and you’ll watch the video and then
do what the person in the video does.
-You will be recorded if you provide permission.
Can anything bad happen to me?
You might get embarrassed or nervous when we watch you do what the video says. If you don’t
want to do what we ask you, tell us, and you can stop.
Can anything good happen to me?
We hope that we will be able to teach you how to do the skill you watch from the video.
Will anyone know I am in the study?
We won't tell anyone you took part in this study. When we are done with the study, we will write
a report about what we learned. We won't use your name in the report.
Compensation
You will not be given anything for taking part in the study.
What if I do not want to do this?
You don't have to be in this study. It's up to you. If you say yes now, but change your mind later,
that's okay too. All you have to do is tell us.
Questions about the Research
Please direct any further questions about the study to Ryan Kellems at 801-422-6674 or
rkellems@byu.edu. Questions about your rights as a study participant or to submit comments or
complaints about the study should be directed to the IRB Administrator, Brigham Young
University, A-285 ASB, Provo, UT 84602. Call (801) 422-1461 or send emails to irb@byu.edu.
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You have been given a copy of this consent form to keep.
Participation
Participation in this research study is voluntary. You are free to decline to participate in this
research study. You may stop participating at any point without affecting your standing in
school.
Participants Name:
Signature:

Date:
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Video Release Form
As part of this project, Ryan Kellems, Ph.D., will be making video recordings of you (or your
child) during your participation in the research. Please indicate what uses of this video you are
willing to permit by initialing next to the uses you agree to and signing at the end. This choice is
completely up to you. I will only use the video in the ways that you agree to for a period of three
years. In any use of the video, you (or your child) will not be identified by name.
Video can be studied by the research team for use in the research project.
Video can be used for scientific publications.
Video can be shown at scientific conferences or meetings.
Video can be shown in classrooms to (elementary/middle/high school/college)
students.
Video can be shown in public presentations to non-scientific groups.
Video can be used on television or the audio portion can be used on radio.
Video can be posted to a website (i.e. YouTube)
I have read the above descriptions and give my express written consent for the use of the video
as indicated by my initials above.
Name (Printed):
Signature:

Date:
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APPENDIX B: Task Analysis/Data Collection Sheet
Participant: ___________________________
Task or Skill: cutting out paper
0 - Step not completed correctly

1. Gather materials: full sheet of
colored paper
2. Gather materials: pencil
3. Gather materials: wood block
4. Gather materials: paper slicer
5. Put the block on upper right
corner of white side of paper
6. Trace around the block with the
pencil
7. Move the block right next to the
line you just drew
8. Trace 2: trace around the block
9. Move the block right next to the
line you just drew
10. Trace 3: trace around the block
11. Move the block right below the
first outline you drew
12. Trace 4: trace around the block
13. Move the block right next to
the line you just drew
14. Trace 5: trace around the block
15. Move the block right next to
the line you just drew

# of views

1/0 correct

Date

# of views

# of prompts

1/0 correct

Date

# of views

# of prompts

Task Analysis Steps:

1/0 correct

Date

# of prompts

KEY: 1 - Step completed correctly
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16. Trace 6: trace around the
block; set block aside
17. Make sure the purple slicer is
at the 0 on the ruler
18. Place the paper under the
plastic ruler
19. Line up one of the long pencil
lines you drew with the blank
space on the ruler
20. Pull the blade across the paper
to make a clean slice
21. Pull both halves of the paper
out from under the ruler
22. Pull the purple slicer toward
the 0 on the ruler
23. Line up the next long pencil
line you drew with the blank space
on the ruler
24. Pull the blade across the paper
to make a clean slice
25. Pull both halves out from
under the ruler
26. Pull the purple slicer toward
the 0 on the ruler
27. Line up the next pencil mark
with the blank space on the ruler
28. Pull the blade across the paper
to make a clean slice
29. Smallest piece of paper in
scrap pile
30. Pull the purple slicer toward
the 0 on the ruler
31. Line up the pencil mark with
the blank space on the ruler
32. Pull the blade across the paper
to make a clean slice
33. Pull both halves out; line up
pencil mark with blank space on
ruler
34. Pull the blade across the paper
to make a clean slice
35. Take both halves out—smaller
piece in scrap pile
36. Pull slicer back toward 0
37. Line up next pencil mark with
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blank space on ruler
38. Pull the blade across to make a
clean slice
39. Pull both halves out; line up
next pencil mark with blank space
40. Pull blade back toward 0
41. Pull the blade across to make a
clean slice
42. Smaller paper in scrap pile
43. Last paper
44. Pull blade back toward 0
45. Line up pencil mark with blank
space on ruler
46. Pull the blade across to make a
clean slice
47. Smaller piece with other blocksized pieces
48. Purple slicer back toward 0,
line up pencil mark with blank
space
49. Pull the blade across to make a
clean slice
50. Smaller paper in scrap pile; six
papers same size in main pile
Condition (P) or (S)
(B) Baseline / (I) Intervention
Percentage; Totals
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APPENDIX C: Task Analysis/Data Collection Sheet
Participant: ___________________________
Task or Skill: Mod-Podging
0 - Step not completed correctly

1. Gather materials: Mod Podge
2. Gather materials: paintbrush
3. Gather materials: painted wood
block
4. Gather materials: piece of
colored paper that is the same size
as the wood block
5. Open the bottle of Mod Podge
6. Dip the tip of the paintbrush
into the Mod Podge
7. Go back and forth with the
paintbrush over one of the big
sides of the wood block, spreading
a thin coat of Mod Podge over that
side
8. Put down the paintbrush on the M
Podge lid
9. Pick up the colored paper,
colored side up
10. Line up the paper with the
block so the size is the same; put
paper on block
11. Smooth out any wrinkles with
your hand
12. Take block to shelf; set it down
dry, paper side down
13. Gather materials: sanding block

# of views

# of prompts

1/0 correct

Date

# of views

1/0 correct

Date

# of views

# of prompts

Task Analysis Steps:

1/0 correct

Date

# of prompts

KEY: 1 - Step completed correctly
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14. Gather materials: block that
already had paper on it
15. Pick up sanding block, block
with paper, facing ceiling
16. Sand along one edge of the
block and the very edge of the
paper, using one downward stroke
at a time
17. Sand along the next edge of
the block and the very edge of the
paper, using one downward stroke
at a time
18. Sand along the next edge of
the block and the very edge of the
paper, using one downward stroke
at a time
19. Sand along the last edge of
the block and the very edge of the
paper, using one downward stroke
at a time
Condition (P) or (S)
(B) Baseline / (I) Intervention
Percentage; Totals
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APPENDIX D: Task Analysis/Data Collection Sheet
Participant: ___________________________
Task or Skill: opening a combination lock
0 - Step not completed correctly

1. Get the lock
2. Get the combination code
3. Turn the lock to 0
4. Clear the lock by turning it three
turns to the right
5. Continue turning the dial to the
right until the red arrow points to 0
6. Turn the dial to the right until
red arrow points to 6
7. Turn the dial to the left and stop
at number 20
8. Keep turning to left, stop at 20
again
9. Turn the dial to the right, stop
when red arrow points to 6
10. Pull on the rounded handle,
opening the lock
11. Push the rounded handle back
into the lock
12. Turn the dial to the right to
clear it
Condition (P) or (S)
(B) Baseline / (I) Intervention
Percentage; Totals

# of views

# of prompts

1/0 correct

Date

# of views

1/0 correct

Date

# of views

# of prompts

Task Analysis Steps:

1/0 correct

Date

# of prompts

KEY: 1 - Step completed correctly
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APPENDIX E: Participant Social Validity Questionnaire
Please answer these questions about the videos you watched. You can choose to write your
answers or say them out loud.
1. What did you think about watching the videos on the iPad?

2. What did you think about watching the videos as you did what the video said?

3. What difference did watching the videos have on your task performance?

4. Would you like watching more videos that show you how to do things? What would you like
to learn using videos?

5. Is there anything you didn’t like about the videos?

6. Have you mentioned using iPads at school to anyone (parents, friends)?

7. Which video perspective did you prefer and why?

60
APPENDIX F: Special Education Practitioner Survey

***This survey is intended for special educators who are currently working with adults with
developmental disabilities. If you are not a special needs educator working with these students,
please mark here ☐ and return the blank survey. If you are currently a special educator working
with autistic students, please circle the answer that best indicates your response to each question.
Thank you.
1. Does your classroom have access to iPads?
Yes

No

2. What are your overall impressions of using video modeling/prompting in your classroom?

3. Are your students able to utilize an iPad?
Yes

No

4. Are your students involved in learning vocational tasks?
Yes

No

5. On a scale of 1 to 5, how confident are you that your average -functioning students’
involvement could be improved by utilizing video modeling/prompting?
1

2

3

4

5

6. How willing are you to utilize video modeling/prompting in order to improve your students’
vocational skills?
1

2

3

4

5

7. On a scale of 1 to 5, how well do you think video modeling/prompting has worked with your
students in this study?
1
2
3
4
5
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8. What concerns do you have regarding the utilization of video modeling/prompting in your
classroom?

9. How do you think the students enjoyed watching the videos on the iPad?

10. What do you think they thought about using the iPad while they worked?

11. What impact did watching the video have on their performance of the tasks?

12. Is this something you can see them using in the future? Why or why not?

13. Was it socially acceptable for them to watch the videos while they worked?

Thank you for your assistance.
Department of Counseling Psychology and Special Education
340 MCKB
Provo, UT 84602-4602
801-422-3857

